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ABSTRACT
TEACHER CLARITY AND TEACHER MISBEHAVIORS: RELATIONSHIPS
WITH STUDENTS’ AFFECTIVE LEARNING AND TEACHER CREDIBILITY
Mary C. Toale
This study investigated the relationship between teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors
with students’ affect toward the content, the teacher, enrollment with related content, and
enrollment with the same teacher, and with students’ perceptions of teacher competence,
caring, and trustworthiness. Participants completed Chesebro and McCroskey’s (1998a)
Teacher Clarity Short Inventory (TCSI), Toale, Thweatt, and McCroskey’s (2001) Teacher
Misbehaviors Scale, Teven and McCroskey’s (1997) credibility scale, and four bipolar scales
to assess the four components of affective learning. The first hypothesis asserted that teachers
who were higher in clarity behaviors would produce more positive outcomes. The second
hypothesis stated that teachers who engaged in irresponsibility, derisiveness, and apathy
misbehaviors would produce less positive outcomes. Hypothesis one and two were
confirmed. The research question sought to discover if there was a significant interaction
between teachers who engage in clarity and misbehaviors on the aforementioned outcome
variables. The interaction of clarity and misbehaviors had a significant effect on all of the
dimensions of the outcome variables except teacher trustworthiness.
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Clarity and Misbehaviors 1
Teacher Clarity and Teacher Misbehaviors: Relationships
with Students’ Affective Learning and Teacher Credibility
Chapter One
Introduction and Review of Literature
Abundant research has been conducted on teaching behaviors in an attempt to
improve teaching effectiveness. There are a wide variety of behaviors that educational and
instructional communication researchers have investigated. This paper seeks to further
explore some of these variables. In the following sections, literature reviews on teacher
clarity and teacher misbehaviors are presented, and then brief reviews of teacher credibility
and student cognitive and affective learning are given.
Literature Review
Teacher Clarity
Several literature reviews have been conducted in the field of education on the
concept of teacher effectiveness. Embedded in these reviews, the construct of teacher clarity
has emerged as a consistent correlate and predictor of student outcomes (Murray, 1991;
Rosenshine & Stevens, 1991; Brophy & Good, 1986; Cruickshank & Kennedy, 1986; Smith
& Land, 1981). In the field of communication, Civikly (1992) conducted an extensive review
of the literature combining reports from the fields of education and communication. In both
of these reviews, clarity is consistently indicated as an important classroom variable. Some of
the conclusions and findings from the aforementioned reviews are summarized in the
following paragraphs.
Murray (1991) found that teachers influence student learning and student motivation
for future learning. Three topics of teaching effectiveness research were included in his
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review: teacher enthusiasm, teacher clarity, and teacher-student interaction. He stated that
these “teaching behaviors show [ing] the strongest and most consistent relationships with
instructional outcome measures” (p. 161). The behaviors that contributed to teacher clarity in
Murray’ s report were using concrete examples, providing an outline, repeating difficult
points, and signaling the transition from one topic to the next. His review of observational
and experimental studies consistently indicated that clarity was significantly correlated with
as well as causally related to student ratings of teacher, as well as factual and conceptual
knowledge gains.
Based on this review, Murray (1991) drew several conclusions about teacher clarity.
Specifically, he stated that classroom behaviors have an impact on student attitudes, learning
of course content, and motivation for further learning. Regardless of the content that is being
taught, Murray concluded that specific teaching behaviors (including those indicated as
clarity behaviors) contribute to overall teaching effectiveness.
In relation to clarity, Murray (1991) concluded that teacher clarity facilitated the
encoding of information in long-term memory. When he assessed the mean correlation in
observational studies of teacher clarity with various outcome measures, he found that it
correlated at .35. Murray reviewed two experimental studies in which the experimenters used
videotapes to manipulate and control teacher clarity behaviors. Based on the results of these
studies, Murray indicated that teacher clarity behaviors appeared to be causal antecedents of
the various instructional outcomes. These outcomes included student ratings of teacher and
instruction as well as objective measures of student learning. He stated that they accounted
for a sizable proportion of outcome measure variance in most experiments (although he did
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not indicate a figure). Also, the behaviors used in the manipulations were similar to the
behaviors on the clarity factors used in observational studies.
In another extensive review of teacher clarity research, Civikly (1992) concluded
“that students perceive clear teachers as effective and that teacher clarity benefits student
achievement” (p. 149). Consistent with Murray’s (1991) findings, Civikly found that clarity
was consistently, positively correlated with students’ ratings of teacher and student
achievement. Different from Murray’s review, her review included studies conducted in the
field of education as well as those conducted in the field of communication. Also in contrast
to Murray, Civikly viewed teacher clarity not only as a means of getting information to
students, but also as a means of relating to the students.
Civikly (1992) trifurcated the teacher clarity concept into teacher clarity, message
clarity, and student clarification behavior. She said that teacher clarity was represented by the
behaviors exhibited by the teacher such as organizing, elaborating, and use of the board.
Civikly viewed message clarity as the text elements of the lecture such as: explaining links,
use of examples, and redundancy. Moreover, teacher clarity was treated as a relational
variable when she proposed that the encoding and processing of information by individuals
in the classroom be considered when researching clarity in the classroom. She addressed the
issue that students play a role in the instructional clarity process; students are an integral part
of the process and that teacher clarity is a subtext in the classroom. Not only does the
teacher’s presentation of the material impact clarity of instruction, but also how the teacher
presents the material signals to students how to react to the material. The relationships of the
teacher and students are consequential in the acquisition of clarity of instruction.
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One study that supports Civikly’s (1992) assertion is Kendrick and Darling’s (1990)
investigation of the tactics that students engage in to increase clarity in the classroom. They
investigated the types of clarity problems students experience in the classroom, how the
students deal with the problems, and the relationship between these ideas. The authors
provided the participants with seven categories describing possible problems. Some
examples included: you couldn’t tell what the teacher was focused on, you had difficulty
understanding an idea the teacher was trying to express, and you weren’t sure about the
purpose of an assignment (p. 18). They found that students reported the first two examples as
the most frequent clarity problems in the classroom. Students used several tactics to deal with
the problems. The most common tactics were asking for elaboration, indicating confusion,
and asking the teacher to repeat. The majority of participants reported using two or more
tactics.
Based on the assertions made in these literature reviews, it is evident that clarity is a
vital part of the instructional process. Although it was not being studied directly in research
that was conducted on teacher effectiveness, it has emerged as a variable worthy of
individual attention (Cruikshank & Kennedy, 1986). Consistently, immediacy, or a similar
term in the effectiveness literature, “teacher enthusiasm,” has received substantial attention in
instructional communication research. It appears that clarity may be as important as
immediacy and should receive more attention in combination with a number of classroom
variables. In the following review of literature, the importance of clarity in the classroom will
be discussed.
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Development of Teacher Clarity as a Construct
Teaching effectiveness is an issue that has continually been examined and debated in
the education literature. Clarity has emerged in this literature as a characteristic of being an
effective teacher. One example is the work of French-Lazovik (1974). She sought to
determine what teaching characteristics were most predictive of college students’ overall
judgments of teacher effectiveness. She conducted two studies where the participants
responded on a 5-point scale to a set of verbal descriptions of teacher characteristics or
classroom behavior. They also rated their instructor’s overall teaching effectiveness. The
author found that clarity, the arousal of interest, and the motivation to intellectual activity
were the major variables related to students’ general evaluation of teaching effectiveness.
French-Lazovik concluded that teacher preparation, teacher interest in students, grading, and
encouragement of student initiative were not major contributors to students’ general
evaluation of teaching effectiveness.
As indicated above, clarity was indirectly studied and there was not a consensus on a
definition for, the dimensions of, or measurement of the construct. Once clarity emerged in
the literature as a variable worthy of study, researchers at Ohio State University began a
program of clarity of instruction research. In a study conducted by Bush, Kennedy, and
Cruickshank (1977) the researchers determined four objectives to investigate clarity. Their
first objective was to determine the factor structure of a set of 110 teacher behaviors derived
from previous research. The authors also wanted to determine if and how the 110 behaviors
discriminated clear from unclear junior high school teachers. Third, the researchers wanted to
relate their low-inference variables that indicated clear versus unclear teachers to their
overarching factors revealed in the study. The results indicated that the low-inference
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variables could be explained by two overarching factors, explaining ideas and directions and
using ample illustrations during the process of explaining ideas and directions. Last, the
authors wanted to explore relationships between the set of clarity behaviors to a number of
selected presage and context variables, such as their age and sex, as well as their teachers’
estimated age and sex.
The authors started with a preliminary set of 110 low-inference behaviors compiled
by other researchers. They split the behaviors into two forms with 55 items each: Form A and
Form B. At this point, there were four forms: Form A Clear, Form A Unclear, Form B Clear,
and Form B Unclear. The participants randomly responded to two of the forms (e.g. Form A
Clear, Form A Unclear or Form B Unclear, Form B Clear) based on a target teacher.
The factor structure of Form A Clear and Unclear resulted in 5 factors accounting for
approximately 80% of the variance: Explaining through written or verbal, Individualizing,
Task Orientation, Verbal Fluency, and Organizing Student work. The factor structure for
Form B Clear and Unclear resulted in 5 factors accounting for approximately 80% of the
variance: Explaining for understanding, Explaining through written or verbal, Synthesis,
Verbal Repetition, and Uninterpretable. It was found that the behaviors significantly
discriminated between the two clarity levels.
The researchers found that low-inference teacher behaviors that discriminate between
clear and unclear teachers were related to the factors uncovered in this study. Specifically,
the significant intermediate dimensions of teacher clarity pertain to the teacher acts of:
explaining ideas and directions and using ample illustrations during the process of explaining
ideas and instructions. Lastly, the authors found that clarity behaviors were related to teacher
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age, teacher sex, and participant sex, but “assumed a secondary role” (p. 57) to the clarity
behaviors.
Kennedy, Cruickshank, Bush and Myers (1978) replicated the study conducted by
Bush, Kennedy, and Cruickshank (1977) to cross validate the findings and to generalize the
findings to other geographical locations. The presage variables studied were: teacher sex,
target teacher estimated age, student sex, student age, a measure of the quality of the
student’s work in the class, and whether the teacher in question was the clear or unclear
teacher. Two parallel sets of behavioral statements of student perceived clear and unclear
teachers were used. The researchers had four experimental conditions. One-half of the
students in each classroom were requested to (a) “target” their most clear teacher, (b) respond
to several questions about that teacher, and (c) respond to a set of 34 specific behaviors with
respect to a five-point interval scale indicating frequency with which that target teacher
performed the behaviors. These same students were then requested to repeat the entire
process in reference to their most unclear teacher; the 34 behaviors to which they responded
constituted a distinct, but parallel, set.
The study found that perceived teacher clarity could be defined meaningfully in terms
of relatively low-inference and intermediate-inference teacher behaviors. The discriminant
analyses revealed that the revised set of teacher behaviors discriminated between clear and
unclear teachers extremely well across the three geographic locations. The best specific lowinference discriminators were consistent with the construct and included teacher acts of
simple explanation, deliberate pacing, frequent use of repetition and examples, and active
attempts to determine if students understand. The prime intermediate-inference behaviors
were assesses student learning, provides student opportunity, uses examples, and reviews and
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organizes. They also found that the presage variables accounted for very little variance in
relation to the clarity behaviors.
In another attempt to determine teacher clarity behaviors, Powell and Harville (1990)
developed a 15-item scale. The scale was based on previous research findings and claimed to
have used low-inference items, but the authors did not provide the actual items or scale used
in the article. However, they mentioned the categories the items were based on which
included checking students’ understanding, using specific language, definition of major
concepts, accuracy of examples, connective discourse, and sufficiency of the examples and
of the explanation. They also mentioned the one item (difficult to take notes during the
lecture) that was deleted due to its low item-total correlation, so the analysis was conducted
using the resultant 14-item scale.
In recent years, communication researchers have tried to define teacher clarity as well
as develop a method for measuring this construct. Simonds (1997) discussed clarity as a
unidimensional variable that encompasses content clarity and process clarity. Simonds
defined clarity as “the teacher’s ability to present knowledge in a way that students
understand” (p. 279). Sidelinger and McCroskey (1997) discussed teacher clarity in relation
to oral clarity and written clarity and the relationship of these two dimensions of clarity to
affective learning and student perceptions of teacher traits. Most recently, Chesebro and
McCroskey (1998a & 1998b) investigated the efficacy of a shortened version of clarity
instruments and compared the effects of immediacy and clarity on receiver apprehension.
The following paragraphs address the discussion of these definitional attempts.
Simonds (1997) developed the Teacher Clarity Report by selecting items from
previously developed instruments that represented content clarity and process clarity.
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Content clarity items included the teacher is clear when presenting content, gives previews of
material to be covered, stays on topic, defines major/new concepts, uses examples when
presenting content, gives summaries when presenting content, relates examples to the
concept being discussed, stresses important points, clearly explains the objectives, and uses
the board, transparencies, or other visual aids during class. Process clarity items included
describing assignments and how they should be done, prepares us for the tasks we will be
doing next, points out practical applications for coursework, asks if we know what to do and
how to do it, communicates classroom processes and expectations clearly, prepares students
for exams, provides rules and standards for satisfactory performance, communicates
classroom policies and consequences for violation, provides students with feedback of how
well they are doing, and explains how we should prepare for an exam. The instrument was
validated through volunteer coders. Factor analysis revealed that the items were a
unidimensional clarity scale that encompassed both content and process clarity.
Teacher clarity as explicated by Sidelinger and McCroskey (1997) entails both oral
and written aspects of communication. The authors expanded the Powell and Harville (1990)
clarity scale to 22-items to include items related to both oral and written communication of
the teacher. Oral communication involved course lectures, content examples, and teacher
feedback from student questions, as well as other items. Course objectives, explanation of
course projects, course syllabus, and exam questions were some of the items considered to be
indicative of the teacher’s written communication.
In subsequent studies, Chesebro and McCroskey (1998a, 1998b) further examined the
construct of clarity. Chesebro and McCroskey (1998a) defined teacher clarity as “a variable
which represents the process by which an instructor is able to effectively stimulate the
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desired meaning of course content and processes in the minds of students through the use of
appropriately-structured verbal and nonverbal messages” (p. 262). To explore the
measurement of clarity based on this definition, the researchers developed the Teacher
Clarity Short Inventory (TCSI). It was argued that this ten-item scale was more appropriate
to use in conjunction with other instructor variables because the length is more similar (i.e.
immediacy is a ten-item scale). The reliability of this scale was .92.
Clarity of Instruction and Student Achievement
Clarity of instruction has been linked to student achievement in a variety of ways.
The following paragraphs are dedicated to these findings. Brophy and Good (1986) offered a
detailed account of research conducted in the field of education on the effects of teacher
behaviors on student achievement. They stated that “clarity of presentation is one of the more
consistent correlates of achievement” (p. 355).
Hines, Cruickshank, and Kennedy (1985) utilized student perceptions, teacher
perceptions, and observer ratings of teacher clarity to assess student achievement and
satisfaction. These authors also examined the hypothesis that students’ perception of teacher
clarity mediates the effect of teacher clarity on student outcomes. Achievement was
measured with a short test on the lesson content. Student and teacher satisfaction were
assessed in a questionnaire (Postinstruction Questionnaire) developed for this study that also
included items to rate the occurrence of clarity behaviors of the instructor.
Designated teachers (DT, N = 32) taught a lesson to a small group of peers in a
reflective teaching situation. These lessons were videotaped for observers to rate the clarity
behaviors. Following the lesson, the participants were administered the test on the content
and then the Postinstruction Questionnaire. The observers completed the 29-item Clarity
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Observation Instrument to rate the frequency of clarity behaviors of the teachers in the
videotapes. Participants were 202 pre-service teachers enrolled in six teacher education
classes at the Ohio State University.
The authors found that the clarity measures taken by students, teachers, and observers
were positively and significantly related to the outcome variables of learner satisfaction and
achievement. The teacher behaviors that were related most strongly to learner achievement
and satisfaction were the following: using relevant examples during explanation, reviewing
material, asking questions to find out if students understood, answering student questions
appropriately, repeating things when students did not understand, teaching in a step-by-step
manner, providing students sufficient examples for how to do the work, providing time for
practice, teaching the lesson at an appropriate pace, explaining things and then stopping so
that students could think about it, informing students of lesson objectives or what they were
expected to be able to do, and presenting the lessons in a logical manner. Path analysis
revealed that student perceptions of clarity mediated the effects of teacher clarity on the
student satisfaction variable. However, they did not reveal significant linkage between
student perceived teacher clarity and achievement.
In a study aimed at a population not already studied in the clarity literature, Shields,
Green, Cooper, and Ditton (1995) investigated the relationship of adults’ communication
clarity (high versus low) with cognitive performance of adolescents with learning disabilities.
The authors sought to confirm their hypothesis that the level of clarity in task instructions
would have a differential effect on Rorschach Arrangement Task (RorAT) performance and
abstract thinking of adolescents with learning disabilities. These authors found that the high
clarity group did significantly better on the tasks than the low clarity group. The research
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lends support to the generalization of findings on clarity. The following investigation was
also conducted with diverse participants. Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, and Braxton
(1996) investigated the effects of global measures of teacher organization/preparation and
teacher skill/clarity on a large sample of students’ development on a variety of cognitive
measures and if these effects differed for students of varying backgrounds and
characteristics. The results indicated that teacher organization/preparation significantly
impacted the measures, but teacher skill/clarity did not. The measure used to assess clarity
was global and did not ask the participants to focus on a specific teacher, rather on the
exposure to teaching behaviors in general.
Kallison (1986) investigated the effects of two variables on student achievement
utilizing targeted teachers as the focus instead of a global measure. One variable was the
presentation of material that illustrates relationships of the parts of the lesson, and the other
variable was the use of explicit organization. He found that explicit organization was
positively related to scores on the tests administered after the lesson. However, sequencing
did not have a significant effect on the scores, and there were no significant interaction
effects.
Unclarity of Instruction and Student Achievement
Other researchers have studied “unclarity of instruction” behaviors. Smith & Land
(1981) reviewed two such behaviors, the use of vagueness terms and mazes, which indicated
inverse effects on student achievement. The use of vagueness terms refers to when a teacher
attempts to deliver information that he or she did not really know to start with or cannot
remember when trying to deliver the information. Mazes occur when a teacher starts and
stops his or her speech mid-sentence, has a false start, tangles the words, or repeatedly uses a
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word. Land and Smith (1979) utilized three variables identified in prior research as lowinference teacher clarity behaviors to describe the effects on student achievement. They
hypothesized that the presence of vagueness terms, mazes, and additional unexplained
content would inhibit student achievement.
In a 2 (teacher vagueness vs. no teacher vagueness) X 2 (teacher mazes vs. no teacher
mazes) X 2 (additional unexplained content vs. no additional unexplained content) design,
the authors investigated the effects of these variables on student achievement. Achievement
was indicated by a 17-item criterion-referenced test based on the videotaped lesson. The
lessons had identical content presented in the same order with the only difference being the
presence or absence of the clarity behaviors being studied. After viewing a lesson, the
students responded to the 17 test items.
The mazes condition revealed a main effect, but the vagueness terms and the
additional content did not. Also, there were no significant interactions. The results indicated a
cause-effect relationship between lack of teacher clarity (mazes) and student achievement.
No evidence was found to support the hypothesis that there is a cause–effect relationship
either between teacher clarity and use of vagueness terms or between additional, unexplained
content and achievement.
In a similar study conducted by Land (1979) the author sought to determine the
experimental effects of six low-inference teacher clarity variables (teacher vagueness terms,
mazes, “uhs,” specification of selected content, extra content, and signals of transition) on
student learning. She also wanted to explore the interaction between these variables and
student retention of the information. Utilizing a 2 (high clarity vs. low clarity) X 2
(immediate vs. delayed testing) design, the lessons were scripted and videotaped to control
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the six variables. The clear and unclear lessons had identical content with the only difference
being the clarity behaviors that were manipulated. The clear lesson had variables identified
from previous research as facilitative variables: emphasis on content and clear transitions.
The unclear condition had four behaviors identified from previous research as inhibitive to
clarity: vagueness terms, mazes, “uhs,” and additional unexplained content. After viewing a
lesson, participants took a 30-item criterion referenced test immediately after the viewing or
one-week after watching it.
There were main effects revealed for clarity and time-of-testing, but the interaction
effect was not significant. When the author analyzed the immediate testing data separately
from the delayed testing data, significant differences were revealed between the high and low
clarity lessons. However, when delayed testing was analyzed separately, these two groups
did not reveal significant differences. The evidence in the study gave some support for a
causal relationship between teacher clarity and student achievement, but it did not indicate a
differential effect of teacher clarity on student retention since it was one lesson and that long
term exposure to a teacher might have a different result.
In a continuation of this line of research, Smith and Cotton (1980) studied the effects
of lesson discontinuity and teacher vagueness terms on student achievement and student
perceptions of lesson effectiveness. They also utilized a 2 (discontinuous, continuous) X 2
(vagueness terms, no vagueness terms) design to conduct their investigation. Achievement
was indicated by a 20-item criterion-referenced test based on the lesson and lesson
effectiveness was indicated by a six-item evaluation of the lesson. Each group listened to an
audiotaped lesson while they observed overhead projections of corresponding content. There
were 25 students per group. The lesson was scripted and the same person was used on all of
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the audiotapes. The content was the same; the difference was whether vagueness terms were
absent or present, and if discontinuity was absent or present. Also, the same person showed
the projections for each lesson. After the lesson, the test on the concepts and then the lesson
evaluation items were completed.
Significant main effects were revealed for lesson discontinuity and for vagueness
terms on student achievement. The interaction between lesson discontinuity and vagueness
terms on achievement was also significant. The lowest achievement scores were found in the
lesson with discontinuity and vagueness terms both being present. The highest were found in
the lesson without discontinuity and without vagueness terms. There was no significant
interaction effect found between lesson discontinuity and vagueness terms on lesson
effectiveness. No main effect was revealed for lesson discontinuity on the dependent variable
of lesson effectiveness. However, there was a significant main effect revealed for vagueness
terms on lesson effectiveness. Vagueness terms negatively influenced achievement, and
student perceptions of the lesson. In further analysis of the six items assessing the lesson, it
was revealed that a high frequency of vagueness terms caused pupils to perceive the teacher
as disorganized, unprepared, and nervous regardless of the content the teacher presented.
As indicated above, research on teacher clarity shows that it has an impact on student
achievement. The meaning of student achievement varied for the researchers, but in general
the studies presented above used some measure of cognitive learning to assess student
achievement. In the following paragraphs, research that investigated clarity of instruction’s
impact on affective outcomes is addressed.
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Clarity of Instruction and Affective Outcomes
A goal of Powell and Harville’s (1990) research was to examine the relationships
between teacher nonverbal immediacy, verbal immediacy, and teacher clarity for white,
Latino, and Asian-American ethnic groups. It also examined the relationships between
teacher nonverbal immediacy, verbal immediacy, and teacher clarity to affective learning
type outcomes. These outcomes were: a) students’ attitude toward the class, b) students’
likelihood of engaging in the behaviors taught in the class, c) students’ willingness to enroll
in a course of similar content, and d) students’ attitude toward the instructor for white,
Latino, and Asian-American ethnic groups.
These authors used the resultant 14-item scale they developed for the study to assess
teacher clarity. The authors found that teacher clarity was significantly associated with both
nonverbal and verbal immediacy for all three ethnic groups. Also, nonverbal immediacy,
verbal immediacy, and teacher clarity all correlated significantly with the affective learning
type outcomes for all three ethnic groups.
In Sidelinger and McCroskey’s (1997) investigation, the authors expanded the Powell
and Harville (1990) clarity scale to 22-items to include items related to both oral and written
communication of the teacher. These researchers looked at the relationships between teacher
clarity and student affective learning, and between teacher clarity and students’ evaluations
of teacher. The authors also examined the hypotheses that asserted that oral and written
teacher clarity and the nonverbal immediacy of the teacher would be positively associated, as
would clarity with the two dimensions of socio-communicative style (SCS) of the teacher.
SCS was a measure of the students’ perceptions of the teacher’s assertiveness and
responsiveness.
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The authors found that teacher clarity and affective learning and teacher clarity and
teacher evaluations correlated significantly. They also found that when they split the scale
into the oral and written components, these components individually correlated significantly
with affective learning. Affective learning and teacher evaluations increased as teacher
clarity increased.
The authors also examined the hypotheses that asserted that oral and written teacher
clarity and the nonverbal immediacy of the teacher would be positively associated, as would
clarity with the two dimensions of SCS of the teacher. In support of the hypotheses, the
results revealed positive correlations between clarity and nonverbal immediacy as well as
with both dimensions of SCS of the teacher. Also, when the clarity instrument was split into
oral and written teacher clarity, there were positive relationships revealed between each
component with the nonverbal immediacy of the teacher as well as with both dimensions of
SCS of the teacher. Teacher clarity was positively related to attitude toward class content, the
likelihood of enrolling in another class with similar content, attitude toward the instructor,
likelihood of taking another class with the same instructor, nonverbal immediacy, and
assertiveness and responsiveness. It was concluded by Sidelinger and McCroskey that
“[C]larity in instruction enhances student cognitive learning, and it also increases student
affect for both the instructor and the subject” (p. 9).
Similarly, Thweatt (1998) sought to determine the effects of student affective
orientation, teacher clarity, and immediacy on affective learning and credibility. Prior
research had not determined the impact of immediacy on affective learning and credibility in
relation to teacher clarity and student affective orientation. Affective orientation was not a
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significant predictor of student perceptions of the teacher’s credibility or student affective
learning. Immediacy and clarity were both significant predictors.
Chesebro and McCroskey (1998b) also investigated teacher clarity and teacher
immediacy. They investigated course material relevance, teacher clarity, and teacher
immediacy in relation to student state receiver apprehension. They found that the participants
in the condition where material was more important to them, reported higher receiver
apprehension scores. They also found that the participants reported significantly lower
receiver apprehension when they had an immediate teacher and when they had a clear
teacher. Clarity had a main effect on receiver apprehension with variance accounted for being
23%. In this same study, the main effect of immediacy accounted for eight-percent of the
variance in receiver apprehension.
Again, Chesebro’s (1999) investigation sought to investigate the relationships of the
combination of clear and immediate teaching. The outcome variables he addressed included:
recall of information, student state receiver apprehension, and student affect for the teacher
and course material. He also sought to determine the relationship between state receiver
apprehension and student learning. Chesebro’s results indicated that clarity had significant
effects on recall of information, on reduction of student state receiver apprehension, and on
affect for their instructor and the course material. There were no significant interactions
between clarity and immediacy on any of the variables. Immediacy had a significant impact
on affect for the instructor and affect for the course material, but not on the other outcome
variables.
Toale & Thweatt (2000) also investigated the relationship of clarity with another
teacher variable. They examined the impact of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors on
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three dimensions of teacher credibility. They found that teacher clarity and teacher
misbehaviors each had significant effects on all three dimensions of credibility, competence,
caring, and trustworthiness. They also revealed significant interaction effects of clarity and
misbehaviors on the trustworthiness and caring dimensions of credibility.
In a second study by Thweatt & Toale (2000), they investigated the relationships
between teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors with students’ evaluations of teachers’
behaviors, students’ affect toward the teacher, and students’ likelihood to enroll in a class
with the teacher. They found that teacher clarity had significant effects on all three outcomes.
The limitation to the studies conducted by these researchers is that their methods did not
allow for direct observation of teacher clarity behaviors. Through the use of scenarios, the
researchers created the perception of the teacher in the scenario. With an actual instructor, the
student would generate the perception rather than the researcher for the student.
As was revealed in the above presentation of literature, it is obvious that teacher
clarity plays a significant role in a variety of student affective outcome variables. However,
further experimentation and exploration needs to be done on the impact of teacher clarity in
combination with a variety of teacher variables. In the next section, research conducted on
the efficacy of clarity training is presented.
Clarity of Instruction Teacher Training
Because clarity has been shown to have a positive effect in the classroom, it is
important to understand whether teachers can be trained to engage in clear behaviors. Several
researchers have addressed this issue. Rosenshine and Stevens (1986) reviewed research
investigating training programs for teachers in specific instructional procedures to increase
student achievement. The conclusions drawn were that the teachers who are trained use more
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of the particular skills in their classrooms and that the students in these trained teacher
classrooms had higher achievement scores. Results from this type of research are provided
below.
Good and Grouws (1979) examined the effectiveness of a teaching training program
utilizing a particular model of instructional principles aimed at student achievement. They
had developed this model based on prior research. Several items in this model were reflective
of teacher clarity behaviors. For example, the use of explanations, demonstrations, repetition
and elaboration, reviewing the material, and pace of instruction were all behaviors included
in the model. The students of the trained teachers had significantly higher achievement gains
on standardized tests than did those of the untrained teachers.
Metcalf and Cruickshank (1991) also created a training program on clarity skills,
implemented it, and tested the effects of the training. They tested to see if the trained preservice teachers would produce higher levels of student learning and satisfaction than
untrained. They found that these teachers could be trained to incorporate these specified
behaviors and that these trained teachers produced significantly more cognitive learning as
indicated by tests of lesson content than the untrained teachers. However, they did not find
that the training impacted student satisfaction. These results are somewhat questionable due
to the investigators being the developers of these teacher-training programs. Further research
needs to be conducted in this area to validate such findings. The following section addresses
behaviors that have been found to be incongruent with positive classroom outcomes.
Teacher Misbehaviors
Teacher misbehaviors are another category of behaviors that have been shown to have
an effect on students. While the research on this variable is not extensive, the research that
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does exist indicates that teacher misbehaviors do exist and have a negative impact in the
classroom. Teacher misbehaviors were originally conceptualized as “those teacher behaviors
that interfere with instruction and thus, learning” (Kearney, Plax, Hays, and Ivey, 1991).
In a two-part investigation, Kearney et al. (1991) first inductively determined what
students perceived as teacher misbehaviors. This investigation resulted in 1762 descriptions
of teacher misbehaviors that were then classified into 28 categories. The second part of the
investigation derived a factor structure for these categories. Three factors emerged form the
28 categories and were labeled: Incompetence, offensiveness, and indolence. Examples of
incompetence included nine categories of items: Confusion/unclear lectures, apathetic to
students, unfair testing, boring lectures, information overload, does not know subject matter,
foreign or regional accents, inappropriate volume, and bad grammar/spelling. Offensiveness
was made up of six categories of items: Sarcasm/put-downs, verbally abusive,
unreasonable/arbitrary rules, sexual harassment, negative personality, and shows
favoritism/prejudice. The final factor of misbehaviors, labeled indolence, consisted of six
categories of items: Absent, tardy, unprepared/disorganized, deviates from syllabus, late
returning work, and information underload. Through this factor analysis, Kearney et al. were
able to determine that not all teachers misbehaved, but that all misbehaviors were present
across a variety of classroom settings.
Dolin (1995), in subsequent research, created six additional misbehavior items. The
purpose of this research was to investigate the relationships of teacher misbehaviors to
several student variables: cognitive learning, affective learning, and student resistance. The
results of this investigation revealed that teacher misbehaviors negatively impact cognitive
and affective learning. Also, it was this research that indicated that teachers who are
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nonimmediate were perceived to be misbehaving. Thweatt and McCroskey (1997) and
Thweatt (1999) replicated this result.
Toale, Thweatt, and McCroskey (2001) recently conducted a factor analysis on the
114 teacher misbehavior items provided in Kearney et al (1991). In Toale et al’s study, the
unrotated principal components analysis and the scree plot indicated the items as
unidimensional. However, the authors conducted a varimax rotation to test the three-factor
solution presented by Kearney et al. the resultant factor structure consisted of 40 items that
loaded onto three factors. The resultant three factors were made up of slightly different items
than the previous research had revealed.
There were 16 items that loaded on the first factor labeled irresponsibility. These
items included does not know the material s/he is teaching, forgets test dates, is unorganized,
does not provide information that is current, uses poor English, rushes through the material to
get done early, is not prepared for class, misspells words on exams, does not seem to care
about the course, cancels class without notice, does not show up for appointments outside of
class, is not available during his/her office hours, flirts with students, makes sexual remarks
to students, and makes sexual innuendoes toward students. The second factor was labeled
derisiveness and had 12 items that loaded on it. These items were embarrasses students,
insults students, is sarcastic and rude, is narrow-minded, humiliates students, is angry, picks
on students, is moody, is mean, acts prejudiced against some students, is not patient, and
yells/screams in class. Finally, there were 12 items that loaded on the third factor, apathy.
The items were gives tests that are too difficult, is unclear about what is expected, is boring,
goes off in tangents, gives lectures that are confusing, jumps from one subject to another,
gives exams that do not relate to the lectures, does not use variety when giving lectures,
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rambles when giving lectures, give exams with questions that are unclear, is not enthusiastic
when giving lectures, and does not grade fairly.
Thus far, literature on the effects of teacher clarity behaviors and teacher
misbehaviors has been reviewed. In the following sections, the outcome variables of student
perceived teacher credibility and cognitive and affective learning are briefly discussed, the
rationale for an investigation of these variables is presented along with hypotheses and
research questions.
Credibility
Aristotle introduced the concept of ethos and proffered that it is the most potent
means of persuasion (McCroskey & Young, 1981). Aristotle suggested that there were three
dimensions of ethos that influenced the receiver’s perception. These three dimensions were
intelligence, character, and good will. Ethos, or credibility, has been examined in a variety of
contexts and found to have an impact in the communication process. There have been
relatively recent reviews conducted on the literature examining this construct. For example,
Andersen and Clevenger (1963) summarized studies involving the synonymous concepts of
ethos, credibility, and prestige. These authors defined ethos as “the image held of a
communicator at a given time by a receiver – either one person or a group” (p. 59). The basic
findings from this review were that “ethos of the source is related to the impact of the
message” (p. 77) and that there needed to be more investigations conducted on the impact of
source credibility.
In a more recent review, McCroskey and Young (1981) stated that “contemporary
research generally has supported the proposition that source credibility is a very important
element in the communication process, whether the goal of the communication effort be
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persuasion or the generation of understanding” (p. 24). They also asserted that the nature of
the construct was elucidated clearly by Aristotle and then afterwards by Hovland and his
colleagues. They suggested that credibility’s theoretical dimensions were competence,
character, and good will or intention. These dimensions changed only slightly over the years,
and have been referred to by McCroskey as competence, trustworthiness, and caring (Toale
& Thweatt, 2000).
McCroskey, Holdridge, and Toomb (1974) developed a scale to specifically measure
teacher credibility. Bainbridge-Frymier and Thompson (1992) found that teacher credibility
(including competence and character) was positively associated with teachers’ use of affinity
seeking and with students’ motivation to learn. Teven and McCroskey’s (1997) research
added a third dimension, teacher caring, to the teacher credibility scale. They found that the
teachers who were perceived as more caring had more positive evaluations, the content they
were teaching was rated more positively, and their students reported learning more in the
course than the students with teachers who were not perceived as caring. These findings,
along with Thweatt and McCroskey’s (1998) results indicating that teacher credibility is
impacted by teacher immediacy and teacher misbehaviors in the classroom lends to the
argument that teacher credibility is influential in the classroom. Due to the limited research
conducted on credibility in the classroom, more research is needed to further explore this
construct.
Cognitive and Affective Learning
Student outcome variables are the goal of education. In the classroom, there are three
learning outcomes that are the focus of teacher and student interaction. Behavioral learning,
cognitive learning, and affective learning have integral roles in the process of instruction.
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The behavioral learning role often focuses on the appropriate classroom behavior of the
students or on the acquisition of a skill. This domain is also referred to as the psychomotor
domain of learning and is more of a focus of lower grades (McCroskey, 1992). Cognitive
learning refers to the process of acquiring knowledge (McCroskey, 1992). The objectives
associated with this domain are at varying levels, and are often progressively taken to higher
levels as students progress through the levels of education available to them. However, in
introductory college courses, the topic of study may be new and thus must establish schema
for the subject. Thus, the cognitive domain in introductory college courses can be at very
basic levels.
The affective learning domain “is concerned with the student’s attitudes, beliefs, and
values that relate to the knowledge and psychomotor skills the student has acquired”
(McCroskey, 1992, p. 76). Affective learning is basically the idea that a student will want to
learn more about a subject area after completing the class, or take another class with the same
teacher, or in the same content area. Richmond (1990) stated, “Simply put, the real focus of
education must be on shaping the motivation of students for the rest of their lives, not gaining
the students' compliance for a few minutes, hours or days” (p. 181). As Sorensen and
Christophel (1992) asserted, if a teacher can create positive affect in the classroom, they will
be better able to influence higher student achievement. This is the type of learning on which
teachers should focus. Kearney and McCroskey (1980) stated, “Promoting positive attitudes
toward learning need indeed, be the primary role of teachers in the classroom-learning
environment. Engendering ‘love-for-learning’ orientation may enable a generalized approach
orientation toward learning both within and outside the classroom” (p. 533).
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Immediacy has been shown to lead to more positive perceptions of the teacher,
teacher credibility, and affective learning. In fact, it has been shown to be an excellent
predictor of affective learning (Thomas, Richmond, & McCroskey, 1994). Investigations of
teacher clarity revealed that clarity predicts affective learning (Thweatt & Toale, 2000;
Thweatt, 1998). Teacher clarity has been shown to have similar effects to teacher immediacy.
It can be assumed that appropriate structure and classroom organization (teacher clarity)
would lead to improved cognitive learning, and that this variable engenders affective
learning.
Rationale
Teacher clarity has been investigated in relation to other teacher variables and
learning outcomes and it has been investigated among varying populations (Cruikshank,
1986). Appropriately, in this day of heightened awareness of diversity, teacher clarity
research has moved into the arena of cross-cultural perceptions of teacher clarity behaviors
(Powell & Harville, 1990; Kennedy, Cruickshank, Bush, & Myers, 1978). Furthermore,
effects of teacher clarity behaviors on learning disabled students have been investigated
(Shields, Green, Cooper, & Ditton, 1995). As noted above, it has also been shown to be an
integral part of training programs for teachers, to effect student achievement, and to impact
affective outcomes. The present study sought to further explicate the impact of teacher clarity
on students’ perceptions.
Teacher clarity has been shown to have similar effects to teacher immediacy.
Immediacy has been shown to lead to more positive perceptions of the teacher, teacher
credibility, teacher clarity, and affective learning. One investigation of teacher clarity
revealed that clarity predicts affective learning (Thweatt, 1998). Also, existing clarity
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research indicates that teacher clarity leads to more positive evaluations of the teacher
(Sidelinger & McCroskey, 1997; Hines, Cruickshank, & Kennedy, 1985).
As previously mentioned, research was conducted by Toale and Thweatt (2000) and
Thweatt and Toale (2000) on the impact of teacher clarity and misbehaviors on credibility
and affective learning. The authors used scenarios to determine the effects of these variables.
They found that teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had an impact on students’
perceptions of credibility and affective learning. Their studies were limited because the
scenarios did not necessarily represent an actual teacher that the student had been exposed to
during the semester. They suggested further examination of these relationships to further
understand these relationships. In Chesebro’s (1999) investigation, he examined the effects
of clarity and immediacy on cognitive recall of information and suggested this be done in
conjunction with other dependent variables. This study sought to replicate and further
establish relationships between teacher clarity, teacher misbehaviors, and student outcome
variables. Because immediacy and clarity have been shown to have similar effects, it seems
most logical to test the interaction of clarity with a variable with which immediacy has a
positive impact, teacher misbehaviors. Following this line of reasoning, the succeeding
hypotheses are asserted along with research questions:
H1: Teachers who are higher in clarity behaviors will produce more positive
outcomes as evidenced by:
A. Students’ affect toward the content
B. Students’ affect toward the teacher
C. Students’ affect toward enrollment with related content
D. Students’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher
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E. Students’ perceptions of teacher competence
F. Students’ perceptions of teacher caring
G. Students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness
H2: Teachers who engage in irresponsibility, derisiveness, and apathy misbehaviors
will produce less positive outcomes as evidenced by:
A. Students’ affect toward the content
B. Students’ affect toward the teacher
C. Students’ affect toward enrollment with related content
D. Students’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher
E. Students’ perceptions of teacher competence
F. Students’ perceptions of teacher caring
G. Students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness
RQ1: Is there a significant interaction between teachers who engage in clarity and
misbehaviors1 on:
A. Students’ affect toward the content
B. Students’ affect toward the teacher
C. Students’ affect toward enrollment with related content
D. Students’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher
E. Students’ perceptions of teacher competence
F. Students’ perceptions of teacher caring
G. Students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness
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Chapter Two
Methods
This research investigated the impact of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors on
students’ affective learning and students’ perceptions of teacher credibility. The investigation
was accomplished by the following procedures.
Participants and Procedures
The sample consisted of 671 college students from a medium sized Mid-Atlantic
university enrolled in large lecture undergraduate communication classes. Demographic data
were not requested in order to assure participants of their anonymity. Observation indicated that
there were approximately the same number of males and females, the overwhelming majority
were Caucasian, and their ages ranged predominantly from 19-22, with a small number being
somewhat older. All were given minimal course credit for participation. Survey
administration took place during the 15th week of a 16-week semester that allowed the
students enough time to be exposed to the instructor, but it was before final grades were
known. The students were instructed to complete the questionnaire based on the “teacher in
the class you are taking which meets immediately before the class you are now in.”
Instruments
Clarity of Instruction. Chesebro and McCroskey’s (1998a) Teacher Clarity Short
Inventory (TCSI) was presented to the participants. The clarity behaviors were rated on five
point (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) Likert-type scales. (Appendix A). The alpha
reliability of this scale was .92.
Teacher Misbehaviors. The participants were asked to assess their perception of the
misbehaviors that their teacher engaged in based on the factor structure revealed in Toale,
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Thweatt, and McCroskey’s (2001) factor analysis of Kearney et al.’s (1991) research on
teacher misbehavior items. Participants were presented with the forty items that loaded on
three factors of teacher misbehaviors: irresponsibility (16 items), derisiveness (12 items), and
apathy (12 items). Participants indicated the frequency of the misbehaviors using five point
(0 = never, 4 = very often) Likert-type scales (Appendix B). Obtained reliabilities for
irresponsibility, derisiveness, and apathy were .93, .96, and, 92, respectively. The overall
reliability when all items were summed1 was .96.
Affect Toward Content. To measure the participants’ affect toward the content of
their last class, the subjects responded to four bipolar, seven-step scales: Good/Bad,
Worthless/Valuable, Fair/Unfair, Positive/Negative. These scales asked the subjects to rate
the content/subject matter of the course they had prior to the one they were currently in
(Appendix C). Cronbach’s alpha was .89.
Affect Toward Teacher. To measure the participants’ affect toward the teacher, the
subjects responded to four bipolar, seven-step scales: Good/Bad, Worthless/Valuable,
Fair/Unfair, Positive/Negative. These scales asked the participants to rate the teacher they
had in their previous class (Appendix C). Cronbach’s alpha was .93.
Likelihood to Enroll in Course with Related Content. Subjects’ likelihood to enroll in
another class with related content was measured by the response to the following statement,
“Your likelihood of actually enrolling in another course of related content if your schedule so
permits.” The subjects responded to the statement on four bipolar, seven-step scales:
Unlikely/Likely, Possible/Impossible, Improbable/Probable, Would /Would Not (Appendix
C). Cronbach’s alpha was .97.
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Likelihood to Enroll with Same Instructor. Subjects’ likelihood to enroll in another
class with the same instructor was measured by the response to the following statement,
“Your likelihood of actually enrolling in another class with this instructor if your schedule so
permits.” The subjects responded to the statement on four bipolar, seven-step scales:
Unlikely/Likely, Possible/Impossible, Improbable/Probable, Would /Would Not (Appendix
C). Cronbach’s alpha was .97.
Teacher Credibility. The students’ perception of teacher credibility was measured
with Teven and McCroskey’s (1997) 18-item credibility scale. Embedded in this scale are
three components of credibility: competence, caring, and trustworthiness. Each component
was measured with responses to six separate seven-point bipolar scales (Appendix D).
Obtained alphas for competence, caring, and trustworthiness were .91, .95, and .92,
respectively.
Data Analysis
To test the hypotheses presented above, simple linear regressions were conducted.
The research question was answered through an (2X3) analysis of variance, where clarity
was divided into low, moderate, and high levels of clarity and misbehaviors was divided into
low and high levels of misbehaviors. Clarity and misbehaviors were examined for main
effects as well as interaction effects. Where interaction effects were present, post hoc least
squares means were examined. Alpha for all tests was set at .05.
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Chapter Three
Results
The relationship between teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors with students’
affect toward the content, students’ affect toward the teacher, students’ affect toward
enrollment with related content, students’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher,
students’ perceptions of teacher competence, students’ perceptions of teacher caring, and
students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness is reported in this section. For clarity, the
results are presented in order by hypotheses and research question, with each section
presenting the four components of affective learning and then the three components of
credibility (All means and correlations are reported in Tables 1-8).
Hypothesis One: Teacher Clarity
The first hypothesis in this study asserted that teachers who were higher in clarity
behaviors would produce more positive outcomes as evidenced by students’ affect toward the
content, students’ affect toward the teacher, students’ affect toward enrollment with related
content, students’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher, students’ perceptions of
teacher competence, students’ perceptions of teacher caring, and students’ perceptions of
teacher trustworthiness. All parts of the first hypothesis were confirmed. Simple linear
regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the prediction of each dependent variable
from teacher clarity. The variables were linearly related such that as teacher clarity increased
(m = 38.65, SD = 7.57), student affect toward the content (m = 21.41, SD = 4.91), student
affect toward the teacher (m = 22.79, SD = 5.7), student affect toward enrollment with
related content (m = 20.12, SD = 7.79), and student affect toward enrollment with the same
teacher (m = 20.58, SD = 7.88) increased (see Tables 1 and 2). Also, as teacher clarity
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increased, students’ perceptions of teacher competence (m = 35.83, SD = 6.15), students’
perceptions of teacher caring (m = 31.80, SD = 8.13), and students’ perceptions of teacher
trustworthiness (m = 34.25, SD = 6.67) increased (see Tables 1 and 3).
Affective Learning
Affect Toward the Content. The regression equation for predicting affect for the
content is:
Affect Toward the Content = .32 Clarity + 9.19
As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher affect for the content. The correlation between teacher clarity and student
affect for the content was .49, t (669) = 14.44, p < .001. Approximately 24% of the variance
of affect for the content was accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
Affect Toward the Teacher. The regression equation for predicting affect for the
teacher is:
Affect Toward the Teacher = .45 Clarity + 5.48
As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher affect for the teacher. The correlation between teacher clarity and student
affect for the teacher was .59, t (669) = 19.02, p < .001. Approximately 35% of the variance
in affect for the instructor was accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content. The regression equation for
predicting student affect toward enrollment with related content is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content = .38 Clarity + 5.38
As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher affect toward enrollment with similar content. The correlation between
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teacher clarity and student affect toward enrollment with related content was .37, t (669) =
10.33, p < .001. Approximately 14% of the variance in student affect toward enrollment with
related content was accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
Affect Toward Enrollment with the Same Teacher. The regression equation for
predicting student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with same Teacher = .60 Clarity + -2.58
As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher affect toward enrollment with the same teacher. The correlation between
teacher clarity and student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher was .58, t (669) =
18.22, p < .001. Approximately 33% of the variance in student affect toward enrollment with
the same teacher was accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
Credibility
Teacher Competence. The regression equation for predicting students’ perception of
teacher competence is:
Teacher Competence = .43 Clarity + 19.40
As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher ratings of teacher competence. The correlation between teacher clarity and
students’ perception of teacher competence was .52, t (669) = 15.91, p < .001.
Approximately 27% of the variance in students’ perception of teacher competence was
accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
Teacher Caring. The regression equation for predicting students’ perception of
teacher caring is:
Teacher Caring = .66 Clarity + 6.36
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As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher ratings of teacher caring. The correlation between teacher clarity and
students’ perception of teacher caring was .61, t (669) = 20.09, p < .001. Approximately 38%
of the variance in students’ perception of teacher caring was accounted for by its linear
relationship with teacher clarity.
Teacher Trustworthiness. The regression equation for predicting students’ perception
of teacher trustworthiness is:
Teacher Trustworthiness = .46 Clarity + 16.45
As hypothesized, teachers who were perceived as being clear in their instruction tended to
produce higher ratings of teacher trustworthiness. The correlation between teacher clarity and
students’ perception of teacher trustworthiness was .52, t (669) = 15.87, p < .001.
Approximately 27% of the variance in students’ perception of teacher trustworthiness was
accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
Hypothesis Two: Teacher Misbehaviors
The second hypothesis in this study asserted that teachers who were higher in
irresponsibility, derisiveness, and apathy misbehaviors would produce less positive outcomes
as evidenced by: Students’ affect toward the content, students’ affect toward the teacher,
students’ affect toward enrollment with related content, students’ affect toward enrollment
with the same teacher, students’ perceptions of teacher competence, students’ perceptions of
teacher caring, and students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness. All parts of the second
hypothesis were confirmed. Linear regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the
prediction of each dependent variable from teacher clarity. The variables were linearly
related such that as irresponsibility (m = 7.11, SD = 9.43), derisiveness (m = 5.95, SD =
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8.99), and apathy (m = 11.55, SD = 10.03) increased, student affect toward the content (m =
21.41, SD = 4.91), student affect toward the teacher (m = 22.79, SD = 5.7), student affect
toward enrollment with related content (m = 20.12, SD = 7.79), and student affect toward
enrollment with the same teacher (m = 20.58, SD = 7.88) decreased (see Tables 1 and 4).
Also, as irresponsibility, derisiveness, and apathy increased, students’ perceptions of teacher
competence (m = 35.83, SD = 6.15), students’ perceptions of teacher caring (m = 31.80, SD
= 8.13), and students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness (m = 34.25, SD = 6.67)
decreased (see Tables 1 and 5).
Affective Learning
Affect Toward the Content. The regression equation for predicting affect for the
content from irresponsibility is:
Affect Toward the Content = -.16 Irresponsibility + 22.56
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower affect for
the content. The correlation between irresponsibility and student affect for the content was
-.31, t (669) = -8.442, p < .001. Approximately 10% of the variance in affect for the content
was accounted for by its linear relationship with the first factor of misbehaviors,
irresponsibility.
The regression equation for predicting affect for the content from derisiveness is:
Affect Toward the Content = -.16 Derisiveness + 22.37
As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower affect for the
content. The correlation between derisiveness and student affect for the content was -.30, t
(669) = -8.00, p < .001. Approximately 9% of the variance in affect for the content was
accounted for by its linear relationship with the second factor of misbehaviors, derisiveness.
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The regression equation for predicting affect for the content from apathy is:
Affect Toward the Content = -.20 Apathy + 22.75
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower affect for the
content. The correlation between apathy and student affect for the content was -.41, t (669) =
-11.76, p < .001. Approximately 17% of the variance in affect for the content was accounted
for by its linear relationship with the third factor of teacher misbehaviors, apathy.
Affect Toward the Teacher. The regression equation for predicting affect for the
teacher from the first factor of the misbehaving scale, irresponsibility, is:
Affect Toward the Teacher = -.26 Irresponsibility + 24.62
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower affect for
the teacher. The correlation between irresponsibility and student affect for the teacher was
-.42, t (669) = -12.05, p < .001. Approximately 18% of the variance in affect for the teacher
was accounted for by its linear relationship with the first factor of teacher misbehaviors,
irresponsibility.
The regression equation for predicting affect for the teacher from the second factor of
the misbehaving scale, derisiveness is:
Affect Toward the Teacher = -.29 Derisiveness + 24.54
As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower affect for the
teacher. The correlation between derisiveness and student affect for the teacher was -.46, t
(669) = -13.38, p < .001. Approximately 21% of the variance in affect for the teacher was
accounted for by its linear relationship with the second factor of teacher misbehaviors,
derisiveness.
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The regression equation for predicting affect for the teacher from the third factor of
the misbehaving scale, apathy, is:
Affect Toward the Teacher = -.32 Apathy + 26.52
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower affect for the
teacher. The correlation between apathy and student affect for the teacher was -.57, t (669) =
-17.71, p < .001. Approximately 32% of the variance in affect for the teacher was accounted
for by its linear relationship with apathy.
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content. The regression equation for
predicting affect toward enrollment with related content from the first factor of the
misbehaving scale, irresponsibility, is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content = -.16 Irresponsibility + 21.26
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower affect
toward enrollment with similar content. The correlation between irresponsibility and student
affect toward enrollment with related content was -.19, t (669) = -5.11, p < .001.
Approximately 4% of the variance in student affect toward enrollment with related content
was accounted for by its linear relationship with irresponsibility.
The regression equation for predicting affect toward enrollment with related content
from the second factor of the misbehaving scale, derisiveness, is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content = -.19 Derisiveness + 21.23
As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower affect toward
enrollment with similar content. The correlation between derisiveness and student affect
toward enrollment with related content was -.22, t (669) = -5.72, p < .001. Approximately 5%
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of the variance in student affect toward enrollment with related content was accounted for by
its linear relationship with derisiveness.
The regression equation for predicting affect toward enrollment with related content
from the third factor of the misbehaving scale, apathy, is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content = -.27 Apathy + 23.18
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower affect toward
enrollment with similar content. The correlation between apathy and student affect toward
enrollment with related content was -.34, t (669) = -9.39, p < .001. Approximately 12% of
the variance in student affect toward enrollment with related content was accounted for by its
linear relationship with apathy.
Affect Toward Enrollment with the Same Teacher. The regression equation for
predicting student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher from the first factor of the
misbehaving scale, irresponsibility, is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with the Same Teacher = -.25 Irresponsibility + 22.33
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower affect
toward enrollment with the same teacher. The correlation between irresponsibility and
student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher was -.29, t (669) = -7.94, p < .001.
Approximately 9% of the variance in student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher
was accounted for by its linear relationship with irresponsibility.
The regression equation for predicting student affect toward enrollment with the same
teacher from the second factor of the misbehaving scale, derisiveness, is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with the Same Teacher = -.31 Derisiveness + 22.41
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As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower affect toward
enrollment with the same teacher. The correlation between derisiveness and student affect
toward enrollment with the same teacher was -.35, t (669) = -9.69, p < .001. Approximately
12% of the variance in student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher was accounted
for by its linear relationship with derisiveness.
The regression equation for predicting student affect toward enrollment with the same
teacher from the third factor of the misbehaving scale, apahty, is:
Affect Toward Enrollment with the Same Teacher = -.45 Apathy + 25.81
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower affect toward
enrollment with the same teacher. The correlation between apathy and student affect toward
enrollment with the same teacher was -.58, t (669) = -18.24, p < .001. Approximately 33% of
the variance in student affect toward enrollment with the same teacher was accounted for by
its linear relationship with apathy.
Credibility
Teacher Competence. The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of
teacher competence from the first factor of the misbehaving scale, irresponsibility, is:
Teacher Competence = -.31 Irresponsibility + 38.00
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower ratings of
teacher competence. The correlation between irresponsibility and students’ perceptions of
teacher competence was -.47, t (669) = -13.75, p < .001. Approximately 22% of the variance
in students’ perceptions of teacher competence was accounted for by its linear relationship
with irresponsibility.
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The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of teacher competence
from the second factor of the misbehaving scale, derisiveness, is:
Teacher Competence = -.28 Derisiveness + 37.47
As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower ratings of teacher
competence. The correlation between derisiveness and students’ perceptions of teacher
competence was -.41, t (669) = -11.45, p < .001. Approximately 16% of the variance in
students’ perceptions of teacher competence was accounted for by its linear relationship with
the derisiveness.
The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of teacher competence
from the third factor of the misbehaving scale, apathy, is:
Teacher Competence = -.29 Apathy + 39.19
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower ratings of
teacher competence. The correlation between apathy and students’ perceptions of teacher
competence was -.48, t (669) = -13.99, p < .001. Approximately 23% of the variance in
students’ perceptions of teacher competence was accounted for by its linear relationship with
apathy.
Teacher Caring. The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of
teacher caring from the first factor of the misbehaving scale, irresponsibility, is:
Teacher Caring = -.36 Irresponsibility + 34.34
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower ratings of
teacher caring. The correlation between irresponsibility and students’ perceptions of teacher
caring was -.41, t (669) = -11.76 p < .001. Approximately 17% of the variance in students’
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perceptions of teacher caring was accounted for by its linear relationship with
irresponsibility.
The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of teacher caring from
the second factor of the misbehaving scale, derisiveness, is:
Teacher Caring = -.47 Derisiveness + 34.59
As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower ratings of teacher
caring. The correlation between derisiveness and students’ perceptions of teacher caring was
-.52, t (669) = -15.67 p < .001. Approximately 27% of the variance in students’ perceptions
of teacher caring was accounted for by its linear relationship with derisiveness.
The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of teacher caring from
the third factor of the misbehaving scale, apathy, is:
Teacher Caring = -.50 Apathy + 37.52
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower ratings of
teacher caring. The correlation between apathy and students’ perceptions of teacher caring
was -.61, t (669) = -19.98 p < .001. Approximately 37% of the variance in students’
perceptions of teacher caring was accounted for by its linear relationship with apathy.
Teacher Trustworthiness. The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions
of teacher trustworthiness from the first factor of the misbehaving scale, irresponsibility, is:
Teacher Trustworthiness = -.32 Irresponsibility + 36.52
As hypothesized, teachers who were more irresponsible tended to produce lower ratings of
teacher trustworthiness. The correlation between irresponsibilityand students’ perceptions of
teacher trustworthiness was -.49, t (669) = -13.11 p < .001. Approximately 20% of the
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variance in students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness was accounted for by its linear
relationship with irresponsibility.
The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of teacher
trustworthiness from the second factor of the misbehaving scale, derisiveness, is:
Teacher Trustworthiness = -.36 Derisiveness + 36.36
As hypothesized, teachers who were more derisive tended to produce lower ratings of teacher
trustworthiness. The correlation between derisiveness and students’ perceptions of teacher
trustworthiness was -.48, t (669) = -14.08 p < .001. Approximately 23% of the variance in
students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness was accounted for by its linear relationship
with derisiveness.
The regression equation for predicting students’ perceptions of teacher
trustworthiness from the third factor of the misbehaving scale, apathy, is:
Teacher Trustworthiness = -.33 Apathy + 38.03
As hypothesized, teachers who were more apathetic tended to produce lower ratings of
teacher trustworthiness. The correlation between apathy and students’ perceptions of teacher
trustworthiness was -.49, t (669) = -14.65 p < .001. Approximately 24% of the variance in
students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness was accounted for by its linear relationship
with apathy.
Research Question: Interaction between Clarity and Misbehaviors
The research question asked if there were significant interactions between teacher
clarity and teacher misbehaviors on students’ affect toward the content, students’ affect
toward the teacher, students’ affect toward enrollment with related content, students’ affect
toward enrollment with the same teacher, students’ perceptions of teacher competence,
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students’ perceptions of teacher caring, and students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness.
To answer the research question, the misbehavior items were summed to produce an overall
misbehavior score1 and then divided into low and high misbehaviors according to the
theoretical midpoint of the scale. Scores under 80 on the scale were considered low in
misbehaviors (n = 635) and scores 80 and above were considered to be high in misbehaviors
(n = 36). Clarity was divided into three levels. The high clarity level (n = 98) was obtained
by adding one standard deviation (7.57) to the mean score (38.65) so that the high clarity
scores ranged from 46.22-54. The low clarity level (n = 114) was obtained by subtracting one
standard deviation from the mean score so that the low clarity scores ranged from 11-31.08.
The scores that fell in the middle of the scale (31.09-46.21) were considered the moderately
clear teachers (n = 459).
Affective Learning
Affect Toward the Content. For the students’ affect toward the content, the overall
model was significant F (4, 666) = 45.33, p < .0001, R2 = .21 (see Table 7). Significant main
effects were present for teacher clarity levels (low, moderate, high) and teacher misbehavior
levels (low, high). Participants’ affect for the content was significantly, F (2, 670) = 61.74, p
< .0001, R2 = .15, higher when the teacher was high (m = 25.11) in teacher clarity than when
the teacher was moderate (m = 21.63) or low (m = 17.35) in teacher clarity. The analysis also
revealed the participants’ affect for the content was significantly, F (1, 670) = 7.86, p < .005,
R2 = .01, higher when the teacher was low in misbehaviors (m = 21.64) than when they were
high in misbehaviors (m = 17.33).
The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had a significant impact
on students’ affect for the content, F (1, 670) = 4.42, p < .04, R2 = .01 (see Table 8). The
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teacher high in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 25.11) produced significantly more
affect for the content than the teacher moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m =
21.76), than the teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 17.93), than the
teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 17.45), and than the teacher low in
clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.91). Also, the teacher perceived as being
moderately clear and low in misbehaviors (m = 21.76) produced significantly more affect for
the content than the teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 17.93), than
the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 17.45), and than the teacher low in
clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.91).
The teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 17.93) did not produce
significantly different affect for the content than the teachers low in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 17.45), nor than the teachers low in clarity and high in misbehaviors
(16.91). Also, the teachers low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 17.45) were not
significantly different from the teachers low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.91)
on affect for the content scores.
Affect Toward the Teacher. For the students’ affect toward the teacher, the overall
model was significant F (4, 666) = 78.79, p < .0001, R2 = .32 (see Table 7). Significant main
effects were present for teacher clarity levels (low, moderate, high) and teacher misbehavior
levels (low, high). Participants’ affect for the instructor was significantly, F (2, 670) = 84.57,
p < .0001, R2 = .17, higher when the teacher was high (m = 27.17) in teacher clarity than
when the teacher was moderate (m = 23.38) or low (m = 16.68) in teacher clarity. The
analysis also revealed the participants’ affect for the instructor was significantly, F (1, 670) =
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26.21, p < .0001, R2 = .03, higher when the teacher was low in misbehaviors (m = 23.19)
than when they were high in misbehaviors (m = 15.86).
The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had a significant impact
on students’ affect for the instructor, F (1, 670) = 9.62, p < .002, R2 = .01 (see Table 8). The
teacher high in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 27.17) produced significantly more
affect for the teacher than the teacher moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 23.6),
than the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 16.99), than the teacher
moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.67), and than the teacher low in clarity
and high in misbehaviors (m = 15.29). Also, the teacher perceived as being moderately clear
and low in misbehaviors (m = 23.6) produced significantly more affect for the teacher than
the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 16.99), than the teacher moderate in
clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.67), and than the teacher low in clarity and high in
misbehaviors (m = 15.29).
The teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 26.67) did not produce
significantly different affect for the instructor than the teachers low in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 16.99), nor than the teachers low in clarity and high in misbehaviors
(15.29). Also, the teachers low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 16.99) were not
significantly different from the teachers low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 15.29)
on affect for the teacher scores.
Affect Toward Enrollment with Related Content. For the students’ affect toward
enrollment with related content, the overall model was significant F (4, 666) = 22.17, p <
.0001, R2 = .12 (see Table 7). A significant main effect was present for teacher clarity levels
(low, moderate, and high) but not for teacher misbehavior levels (low, high). Participants’
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affect toward enrollment with related content was significantly, F (2, 670) = 24.06, p < .0001,
R2 = .06, higher when the teacher was high (m = 23.11) in teacher clarity than when the
teacher was moderate (m = 20.84) or low (m = 14.63) in teacher clarity. The analysis also
revealed the participants’ affect toward enrollment with related content was not significantly,
F (1, 670) = .13, p = .72, R2 = .00, different when the teacher was low in misbehaviors (m =
20.29) than when they were high in misbehaviors (m = 17.00).
The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had a significant impact
on students’ affect toward enrollment with related content, F (1, 670) = 4.17, p < .05, R2 =
.01 (see Table 8). The teacher high in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 23.11) produced
significantly more affect toward enrollment with related content than the teacher moderate in
clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 20.94), than the teacher moderate in clarity and high in
misbehaviors (m = 17.8), than the teacher low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m =
16.43), and than the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 14.23). Also, the
teacher perceived as being moderately clear and low in misbehaviors (m = 20.94) produced
significantly more affect toward enrollment with related content than the teacher low in
clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.43) and than the teacher low in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 14.23).
The teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 17.8) did not produce
significantly different affect toward enrollment with related content than the teachers
moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 20.94), than the teachers low in clarity and
high in misbehaviors (m = 16.43), nor than the teachers low in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 14.23). Also, the teachers low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m =
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14.23) were not significantly different from the teachers low in clarity and high in
misbehaviors (m = 16.43) on affect toward enrollment with related content scores.
Affect Toward Enrollment with the Same Teacher. For the students’ affect toward
enrollment with the same teacher, the overall model was significant F (4, 666) = 59.91, p <
.0001, R2 = .27 (see Table 7). A significant main effect was present for teacher clarity levels
(low, moderate, and high) but not for teacher misbehavior levels (low, high). Participants’
affect toward enrollment with the same teacher was significantly, F (2, 670) = 66.49, p <
.0001, R2 = .15, higher when the teacher was high (m = 25.42) in teacher clarity than when
the teacher was moderate (m = 21.6) or low (m = 12.35) in teacher clarity. The analysis also
revealed the participants’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher was not
significantly, F (1, 670) = 2.09, p = .15, R2 = .00, different when the teacher was low in
misbehaviors (m = 20.9) than when they were high in misbehaviors (m = 14.94).
The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had a significant impact
on students’ affect toward enrollment with the same teacher, F (1, 670) = 10.02, p < .002, R2
= .01 (see Table 8). The teacher high in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 23.11)
produced significantly more affect toward enrollment with the same teacher than the teacher
moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 21.78), than the teacher moderate in clarity
and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.2), than the teacher low in clarity and high in misbehaviors
(m = 14.05), and than the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 11.97). Also,
the teacher perceived as being moderately clear and low in misbehaviors (m = 21.78)
produced significantly more affect toward enrollment with the same teacher than the teacher
low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 14.05) and than the teacher low in clarity and
low in misbehaviors (m = 11.97). The teacher moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors
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(m = 21.78) produced significantly more affect toward enrollment with the same teacher than
the teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.2) and than the teacher low
in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 11.97).
The teachers moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 16.2) did not produce
significantly different affect toward enrollment with the same teacher than the teachers low
in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 14.05). Also, the teachers low in clarity and high in
misbehaviors (m = 14.05) were not significantly different from the teachers low in clarity and
low in misbehaviors (m = 11.97) on affect toward enrollment with the same teacher scores.
Credibility
Teacher Competence. For the students’ perceptions of teacher competence, the
overall model was significant F (4, 666) = 52.66, p < .0001, R2 = .24 (see Table 7).
Significant main effects were present for teacher clarity levels (low, moderate, high) and for
teacher misbehavior levels (low, high). Participants’ perceptions of teacher competence was
significantly, F (2, 670) = 57.11, p < .0001, R2 = .13, higher when the teacher was high (m =
40.04) in teacher clarity than when the teacher was moderate (m = 36.30) or low (m = 30.28)
in teacher clarity. The analysis also revealed the participants’ perceptions of teacher
competence was significantly, F (1, 670) = 19.61, p < .0001, R2 = .02, higher when the
teacher was low in misbehaviors (m = 36.2) than when they were high in misbehaviors (m =
29.25).
The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had a significant impact
on students’ perceptions of teacher competence, F (1, 670) = 7.45, p < .007, R2 = .01 (see
Table 8). The teacher high in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 40.04) produced
significantly higher perceptions of teacher competence than the teacher moderate in clarity
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and low in misbehaviors (m = 36.53), than the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors
(m = 30.58), than the teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 29.67), and
than the teacher low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 28.95). Also, the teacher
perceived as being moderately clear and low in misbehaviors (m = 36.53) produced
significantly higher perceptions of teacher competence than the teacher low in clarity and
low in misbehaviors (m = 30.58) and than the teacher low in clarity and high in misbehaviors
(m = 28.95). The teacher moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 36.53) produced
significantly higher perceptions of teacher competence than the teacher moderate in clarity
and high in misbehaviors (m = 29.67).
The teachers moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 29.67) did not
produce significantly different perceptions of teacher competence than the teachers low in
clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 30.58) nor than the teachers low in clarity and high in
misbehaviors (m = 28.95). Also, the teachers low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m =
28.95) were not significantly different from the teachers low in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 30.58) on perceptions of teacher competence scores.
Teacher Caring. For the students’ perceptions of teacher caring, the overall model
was significant F (4, 666) = 79.26, p < .0001, R2 = .32 (see Table 7). Significant main effects
were present for teacher clarity levels (low, moderate, high) and for teacher misbehavior
levels (low, high). Participants’ perceptions of teacher caring was significantly, F (2, 670) =
97.71, p < .0001, R2 = .20, higher when the teacher was high (m = 38.68) in teacher clarity
than when the teacher was moderate (m = 32.46) or low (m = 23.25) in teacher clarity. The
analysis also revealed the participants’ perceptions of teacher caring was significantly, F (1,
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670) = 19.42, p < .0001, R2 = .02, higher when the teacher was low in misbehaviors (m =
32.32) than when they were high in misbehaviors (m = 22.67).
The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors had a significant impact
on students’ perceptions of teacher caring, F (1, 670) = 6.23, p < .02, R2 = .01 (see Table 8).
The teacher high in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 38.68) produced significantly
higher perceptions of teacher caring than the teacher moderate in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 32.73), than the teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m =
24.47), than the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 23.67), and than the
teacher low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 21.38). Also, the teacher perceived as
being moderately clear and low in misbehaviors (m = 32.73) produced significantly higher
perceptions of teacher caring than the teacher low in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m =
23.67) and than the teacher low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 21.38). The teacher
moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors (m = 32.73) produced significantly higher
perceptions of teacher caring than the teacher moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors
(m = 24.47).
The teachers moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m = 24.47) did not
produce significantly different perceptions of teacher caring than the teachers low in clarity
and low in misbehaviors (m = 23.67) nor than the teachers low in clarity and high in
misbehaviors (m = 21.38). Also, the teachers low in clarity and high in misbehaviors (m =
21.38) were not significantly different from the teachers low in clarity and low in
misbehaviors (m = 23.67) on perceptions of teacher caring scores.
Teacher Trustworthiness. For the students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness, the
overall model was significant F (4, 666) = 58.39, p < .0001, R2 = .26 (see Table 7).
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Significant main effects were present for teacher clarity levels (low, moderate, high) and for
teacher misbehavior levels (low, high). Participants’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness
was significantly, F (2, 670) = 68.85, p < .0001, R2 = .15, higher when the teacher was high
(m = 39.47) in teacher clarity than when the teacher was moderate (m = 34.62) or low (m =
28.27) in teacher clarity. The analysis also revealed the participants’ perceptions of teacher
trustworthiness was significantly, F (1, 670) = 26.56, p < .0001, R2 = .03, higher when the
teacher was low in misbehaviors (m = 34.69) than when they were high in misbehaviors (m =
26.39). The interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors did not have a significant
impact on students’ perceptions of teacher trustworthiness, F (1, 670) = 2.7, p = .10, R2 = .00
(see Table 8).
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Chapter Four
Discussion
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships between
teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors with affective learning and teacher credibility. There
were two hypotheses and one research question presented. The first hypothesis predicted that
teachers who engaged in more clarity behaviors would have more positive affective learning
and credibility ratings. The second hypothesis predicted that teachers who engaged in more
irresponsibility, derisiveness, and apathy misbehaviors would have less positive affective
learning and credibility ratings. The research question served to investigate the interaction of
teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors1 on the outcome variables. In the following
paragraphs the results for the first hypothesis, second hypothesis, and research question are
discussed, then limitations and future research suggestions are presented.
H1: Teacher Clarity
The first hypothesis asserted that teachers who are higher in clarity behaviors would
produce more positive outcomes as evidenced by the students’ perceptions of affective
learning and teacher credibility. Affective learning was operationalized by four components:
affect toward the content, the teacher, enrollment in a class with similar content, and
enrollment in a class with the same teacher. Teacher credibility was comprised of three
components: competence, caring, and trustworthiness. All parts of the hypothesis were
confirmed. As teacher clarity increased, the scores on the affective learning and credibility
outcomes also increased. This is consistent with previous findings on teacher clarity.
Teachers who are perceived as being clear were rated more positively and students reported
higher affective learning (Thweatt, 1998). When Murray (1991) assessed the mean

Clarity and Misbehaviors 54
correlation in observational studies of teacher clarity with various outcome measures, he
found that it correlated at .35. In the current study, each outcome variable correlated at least
at .37, with at least 14% of the variance in each variable being accounted for by its linear
relationship with clarity.
Affective Learning. Among the affective learning variables, affect toward the teacher
(r = .59) and affect toward enrollment with the same teacher (r = .58) had the highest
correlations with teacher clarity. Approximately 34% and 35% of the variance of affect
toward the teacher and affect toward enrollment, respectively, was accounted for by each of
their individual linear relationships with teacher clarity. This suggests that clarity may help
build a propensity toward the teacher in general, but this also suggests that teacher clarity is
not the lone variable in influencing affective learning. The lower correlations among clarity
and affect for the content (r = .49) and affect to enroll with similar content (r = .37) suggests
that getting the students to like the material takes more than presenting the material clearly.
With 24% and 14% of the variance in these two scores being accounted for by their
individual linear relationship with clarity, there is clearly room for other influences on these
outcome variables.
Credibility. The highest correlation among teacher clarity and the credibility
components was found between clarity and teacher caring (r = .61). Approximately 37% of
the variance in teacher caring was accounted for by its linear relationship with teacher clarity.
This suggests that the students may believe that the teacher who clearly presents information
relevant to the class cares about the student. As for the other components of credibility,
competence and trustworthiness, the correlation with clarity was the same (r = .52). The 27%
of variance that was accounted for in each of these components by their individual
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relationships with teacher clarity suggest that teacher clarity is positively related to these
outcome variables, but that other variables need to be considered.
H2: Teacher Misbehaviors
The second hypothesis asserted that teachers who engage in irresponsibility,
derisiveness, and apathy misbehaviors would produce less positive outcomes as evidenced by
the same variables as in the first hypothesis. This hypothesis was also supported. As teacher
misbehaviors increased, the scores on the affective learning and credibility outcomes
decreased. Although the literature on teacher misbehaviors is scarce, this result is consistent
with what has been found. Teachers who are engaging in misbehaviors are viewed more
negatively and have a negative impact on student perceptions of affective learning (Dolin,
1995; Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998).
Affective Learning. The correlations between the three factors of misbehaviors and
the four components of affective learning ranged from -.19 to -.58 (4-34% of the variance).
The highest correlations were between apathy and affect toward enrollment with the same
teacher (r = -.58), apathy and affect toward the teacher (r = -.57), derisiveness and affect
toward the teacher (r = -.46), irresponsibility and affect toward the teacher (r = -.42), and
apathy and affect toward the content (r = -.41). Each of these variables accounted for at least
17% of the variance in the outcome variables. The lowest correlations were between
derisiveness and affect toward enrollment with the same teacher (r = -.35), apathy and affect
toward enrollment with the related content (r = -.34), irresponsibility and affect toward the
content (r = -.31), derisiveness and affect toward the content (r = -.30), irresponsibility and
affect toward enrollment with same teacher (r = -.29), derisiveness and affect toward
enrollment with related content (r = -.22), and irresponsibility and affect toward enrollment
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with related content (r = -.19). The most variance in the outcome scores that was accounted
for by any one of these variables was 12%.
It can be speculated that the misbehaviors are most highly correlated with affect
toward enrollment with the teacher and affect toward the teacher because it is the teacher that
is being rated directly and the content indirectly with the teacher’s behavior acting as a
mediator. Clearly, when the teacher is misbehaving, affect toward the content is lower.
Credibility. The correlations between the three factors of misbehaviors and the three
components of credibility ranged from -.41 to -.61 (variance ranged from 17-37%). The
highest correlations were between apathy and caring (r = -.61), derisiveness and caring (r = .52). The lowest correlations were between apathy and trustworthiness (r = -.49), apathy and
competence (r = -.48), derisiveness and trustworthiness (r = -.48), irresponsibility and
competence (r = -.47), irresponsibility and trustworthiness (r = -.45), irresponsibility and
caring (r = -.41), and derisiveness and competence (r = -.41).
Apathy correlated higher than irresponsibility and derisiveness with each affective
learning and credibility variable. Some of the items on the apathy dimension included items
that were similar to some of the clarity items. These items include unclear about what is
expected, goes off on tangents, gives lectures that are confusing, jumps from one subject to
another, gives exams with questions that are unclear, and gives lectures that are confusing.
This might explain why apathy accounts for up to 37% of the variance on some of these
items and neither of the other two accounts for more than 27% of the variance on any one
variable. The apathy correlations are similar to the teacher clarity correlations.
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RQ: Interaction of Clarity and Misbehaviors
The research question asked if there were an interaction between teacher clarity and
teacher misbehaviors1 on students’ perceptions of affective learning and teacher credibility.
There were significant interactions found on each outcome variable except teacher
trustworthiness. Where interactions were revealed, approximately 1% of the variance in each
of the outcome variables was accounted for by the interaction of clarity and misbehaviors.
This indicates that the interaction of teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors, while
statistically significant, may not actually be practically significant. As such, the discussion
will focus on the meaning behind lack of significant differences in teacher types.
There were no differences between teachers who were rated as low in clarity and low
in misbehaviors and teachers who were rated as low in clarity and high in misbehaviors. This
indicates that teachers low in clarity might be perceived by students to be high in
misbehaviors even though the student does not overtly recognize the teacher as doing so.
There were also no differences between teachers who were rated as low in clarity and high in
misbehaviors and teachers who were rated as moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors.
Apparently it requires a high level of clarity to create differences in student perceptions of
misbehaviors. In addition, teachers who were rated as low in clarity and low in misbehaviors
were significantly different from teachers rated as moderate in clarity and high in
misbehaviors only when the outcome variable was affect toward enrollment with the same
instructor. Even when the teacher was only moderately clear, students preferred a
misbehaving teacher to a teacher who was low in clarity and not misbehaving.
When the teacher was rated as moderate in clarity and low in misbehaviors, students’
affect toward the content, affect toward the teacher, affect toward enrollment with the same
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teacher, perceptions of competence and caring was significantly higher than when the teacher
was moderate in clarity and high in misbehaviors. There was no significant difference in
affect toward enrollment with related content when these two types of teachers were
compared. While the means for these two teachers were not significantly different, the mean
scores for students’ affect toward enrolling in a course with related content with these two
types of teachers were low, particularly for teachers moderate in clarity and low in
misbehaviors.
Interestingly, no student reported having a teacher high in clarity and high in
misbehaviors. This may be interpreted in one of two ways. First, teachers who are high in
clarity are so conscientious that they simply avoid engaging in misbehaviors. Secondly, high
clarity in teachers may cause students to be unable to recognize misbehaviors. To understand
this, more research will need to be done with a sample of teachers who have been rated as
highly clear.
Limitations and Future Research
While there is limited research on teacher clarity and teacher misbehaviors, this study
aids in furthering the depth of understanding of these variables. The present study was
limited in that it was a naturalistic survey design that did not allow for direct observation of
teacher clarity behaviors. While it provides some relational evidence, laboratory and field
experimental techniques would better explain the cause-effect relationship between clarity,
misbehaviors, and student outcomes.
In relation to the measures used in this study, further research should consider a
validity check of the dimensions of teacher misbehaviors that Toale et al (2001) set forth.
There were several items that loaded on apathy that could be considered teacher clarity items.
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Another factor analysis should be done since Toale, Thweatt, and McCroskey (2001) had a
substantially small sample size (N = 170) for 114 items to be factor analyzed. Further study
of teacher misbehaviors may actually lead to the demise of the study of teacher misbehaviors.
The results from this study indicated that college instructors were not perceived as
misbehaving too often. Only approximately 5% (n = 36) of the participants reported having a
teacher that was considered to be high in teacher misbehaviors. This is not to say that there is
an abundance of excellent teaching, just that the teachers are not perceived as misbehaving.
Although past research has indicated that select presage variables accounted for little
variance, other demographic information not previously studied should be collected in future
research. Such as differences between students and teachers of differing ethnic backgrounds
and differing ages, as well as students and teachers from differing content specialization. In
the future, the power of teacher clarity needs to be compared with the power of other
variables such as immediacy, Behavior Alteration Messages, Behavioral Alteration
Techniques, etc. Also, future researchers may wish to measure perceptions of teacher
immediacy as a possible interaction effect.
Future research implementing experimental designs should consider simultaneously
manipulating numerous classroom variables and measuring a variety of outcomes in the
classroom. This simultaneous manipulation would allow instructional communication
researchers to “isolate and tease out” the intricacies of each variables impact on classroom
outcomes (Keppel, 1991). Not only would the combined variance be accounted for, but the
unique variance of each of these variables in the presence of other variables would also
become apparent.
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Another issue raised by this study is the incorporation of clarity training in teacher
education programs. While there is some research that finds that clarity training for
preservice teachers works (Metcalf & Cruickshank, 1991), there needs to be further research
conducted to explore details on how such training programs are beneficial to the teacher and
the students in a live classroom. Not only should this be studied at the college and university
level, but also future research should test teacher clarity and other variables at the K-12 grade
levels. Once the variables impacted by teacher clarity training are understood more fully, the
training could be implemented in teacher training programs across the nation. Also, this type
of training could be used at the higher education levels as well. It may prove beneficial to
graduate teaching assistants as well as university and college instructors and professors.
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Footnote
1

In Toale, Thweatt, McCroskey (2001) the authors conducted an unrotated principal

components analysis to determine the underlying factor structure of the misbehavior items. The
results indicated that the items were unidimensional. However, the authors conducted a
varimax rotation to test the three-factor solution presented by Kearney et al. (1991) the
resultant factor structure consisted of 40 items that loaded onto three factors. Since it was
unidimensional, all of the items could be summed for a total misbehavior score.
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Appendix A
Teacher Clarity
Directions: On the questions below please indicate your perception of the teacher in the
class you are taking which meets immediately before the class you are now in. Please
work quickly, there are no right or wrong answers. Use the following scale to rate your
teacher:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Undecided
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
My teacher clearly defines major concepts (explicitly states definitions, corrects
partial or incorrect student responses, refines terms to make definitions more clear).
My teacher’s answers to student questions are unclear.
In general, I understand my teacher.
Projects assigned for the class have unclear guidelines.
My teachers’ objectives for the course are clear.
My teacher is straightforward in her or his lecture.
My teacher is not clear when defining guidelines for out of class assignments.
My teacher uses clear and relevant examples (he/she uses interesting,
challenging examples that clearly illustrate the point. He/she refines unclear student
examples. He/she does not accept incorrect student examples).
In general, I would say that my teacher’s classroom communication is unclear.
My teacher is explicit in her or his instruction.
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Appendix B
Teacher Misbehaviors
Directions: Below is a series of descriptions of things some teachers have been observed
doing in some classes. Please respond to the items in terms of the class you are taking
which meets immediately before the class you are now in. For each item please indicate
on a scale of 1-5 how often your teacher in that class engages in those behaviors. Please work
quickly, there are no right or wrong answers. Please use the following scale:
0 = Never
1 = Rarely
2 = Occasionally
3 = Often
4 = Very Often
Factor 1: Irresponsibility
My teacher cancels class without notice.
My teacher is not available during his/her office hours.
My teacher is unorganized.
My teacher makes sexual remarks to students.
My teacher is behind the schedule according to the syllabus.
My teacher does not provide information that is current.
My teacher does not show up for appointments outside of class.
My teacher flirts with students.
My teacher is not prepared for class.
My teacher does not know the material s/he is teaching.
My teacher uses poor English.
My teacher forgets test dates.
My teacher rushes through the material to get done early.
My teacher makes sexual innuendoes toward students.
My teacher does not seem to care about the course.
My teacher misspells words on the exam.
Factor 2: Derisiveness
My teacher is narrow-minded.
My teacher is sarcastic and rude.
My teacher picks on students.
My teacher yells/screams in class.
My teacher insults students.
My teacher acts prejudiced against some students.
My teacher embarrasses students.
My teacher is moody.
My teacher is mean.
My teacher humiliates students.
My teacher is not patient.
My teacher is angry.
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Factor 3: Apathy
My teacher does not grade fairly.
My teacher does not use variety when giving lectures.
My teacher gives lectures that are confusing.
My teacher is unclear about what is expected.
My teacher gives exams that do not relate to the lectures.
My teacher gives tests that are too difficult.
My teacher gives exams with questions that are unclear.
My teacher goes off on tangents (off topic).
My teacher rambles when giving lectures.
My teacher is boring.
My teacher jumps from one subject to another.
My teacher is not enthusiastic when giving lectures.
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Appendix C
Affective Learning
Directions: Please respond to the following scales in terms of the class you are taking
which meets immediately before the class you are now in. Circle one number on each set
of bipolar scales to indicate your judgment of the concept/idea about that particular class.
Note that in some cases the most positive number is a “1” while in other cases it is a “7.”

Affect Toward Content
Content/subject matter of the course:
Bad
1
2
Valuable
1
2
Unfair
1
2
Negative
1
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Good
Unvaluable
Fair
Positive

Affect Toward Instructor
Course Instructor:
Good
1
Worthless
1
Fair
1
Positive
1

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Bad
Valuable
Unfair
Negative

2
2
2
2

Likelihood to Enroll in Related Content
Your likelihood of actually enrolling in another course of related content if your schedule so
permits:
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Likely
Possible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Impossible
Improbable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Probable
Would
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Would Not

Likelihood to Enroll with Instructor
Your likelihood of actually enrolling in another class with this instructor if your schedule so
permits:
Likely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Unlikely
Impossible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Possible
Probable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Improbable
Would Not
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Would
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Appendix D
Credibility Scale
Directions: Please respond to the following scales in terms of the class you are taking
which meets immediately before the class you are now in. Circle one number on each set
of bipolar scales to indicate your judgment of the concept/idea about that particular class.
Note that in some cases the most positive number is a “1” while in other cases it is a “7.”
Please work quickly, there are no right or wrong answers.

Competence
Intelligent
Untrained
Expert
Competent
Stupid
Informed

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7

Unintelligent
Trained
Inexpert
Incompetent
Bright
Uninformed

Caring
Cares about me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Has my interest
at heart

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Insensitive
Not understanding
Unresponsive
Understands How
I feel

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

Doesn’t care
about me
Doesn’t have
my interest
at heart
Sensitive
Understanding
Responsive
Doesn’t
Understand
how I feel

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7

Trustworthiness
Sinful
Dishonest
Moral
High Character
Untrustworthy
Straight-forward

Virtuous
Honest
Immoral
Low Character
Trustworthy
Devious
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for all Variables
Variablea

M

SD

Teacher Clarity

38.65

7.57

Irresponsibility

7.11

9.43

Derisiveness

5.95

8.99

Apathy

11.55

10.03

Misbehavior Summed Score

24.61

25.61

Affect Toward Content

21.41

4.91

Affect Toward Teacher

22.79

5.72

Affect Toward Enrollment/Content

20.12

7.79

Affect Toward Enrollment/Teacher

20.58

7.88

Teacher Competence

35.83

6.15

Teacher Caring

31.80

8.13

Teacher Trustworthiness

34.25

6.67

a

N = 671 for each variable
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Table 2
Intercorrelations Between Teacher Clarity and the Affective Learning Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

1. Teacher Clarity

--

.49***

.59***

.37***

.58***

--

.59***

.45***

.45***

--

.39***

.64***

--

.61***

2. Affect Toward Content
3. Affect Toward Teacher
4. Affect Enrollment/Content
5. Affect Enrollment/Teacher

*** p < .001

--
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Table 3
Intercorrelations Between Teacher Clarity and the Teacher Credibility Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

1. Teacher Clarity

--

.52***

.61***

.52***

--

.59***

.64***

--

.72***

2. Teacher Competence
3. Teacher Caring
4. Teacher Trustworthiness

***p < .001

--
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Table 4
Intercorrelations Between Teacher Misbehaviors and the Affective Learning Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Irresponsibility

--

.76***

.71***

.91***

-.31***

-.42***

-.19***

-.29***

--

.68***

.90***

-.30***

-.46***

-.22***

-.35***

--

.89***

-.41***

-.57***

-.34***

-.58***

--

-.38***

-.54***

-.33***

-.46***

--

.59***

.45***

.45***

--

.39***

.64***

--

.61***

2. Derisiveness
3. Apathy
4. Misbehavior Summed
5. Affect Toward Content
6. Affect Toward Teacher
7. Affect Enrollment/Content
8. Affect Enrollment/Teacher

*** p < .001

--
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Table 5
Intercorrelations Between Teacher Misbehaviors and the Teacher Credibility Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Irresponsibility

--

.76***

.71***

.91***

-.47***

-.41***

-.45***

--

.68***

.90***

-.41***

-.52***

-.48***

--

.89***

-.48***

-.61***

-.49***

--

-.50***

-.57***

-.53***

--

.59***

.64***

--

.72***

2. Derisiveness
3. Apathy
4. Misbehavior Summed
5. Teacher Competence
6. Teacher Caring
7. Teacher Trustworthiness

*** p < .001

--
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Table 6
Means for Main Effects of Affective Learning and Teacher Credibility with Teacher Clarity

Variable

Lowa

Clarity
Moderateb

Highc

F

R2

Toward Content

17.35

21.63

25.11

61.74***

.15

Toward Teacher

16.68

23.38

27.17

84.57***

.17

Toward Enrollment
14.63
With Related Content

20.84

23.11

24.06***

.06

Toward Enrollment
With Same Teacher

12.35

21.59

25.42

66.49***

.15

Competence

30.28

36.30

40.04

57.11***

.13

Caring

23.25

32.46

38.68

97.71***

.20

Trustworthiness

28.27

34.62

39.47

68.85***

.15

a

n = 114
n = 459
c
n = 98
b

*** p < .001
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Table 7
Means for Main Effects of Affective Learning and Teacher Credibility with Teacher
Misbehaviors

Variable

Misbehavior
Low
Highb

F

R2

Toward Content

21.64

17.33

7.86***

.01

Toward Teacher

23.19

15.86

26.21***

.03

Toward Enrollment
20.29
With Related Content

17.00

.13

.00

Toward Enrollment
With Same Teacher

20.90

14.94

2.09

.00

Competence

36.20

29.25

19.61***

.02

Caring

32.32

22.67

19.42***

.02

Trustworthiness

34.69

26.39

26.56***

.03

a
b

n = 635
n = 36

*** p < .001

a

Clarity and Misbehaviors 80
Table 8
Means for Interaction Effects of Affective Learning and Teacher Credibility with Teacher Clarity and Teacher Misbehaviors
Low Clarity

Moderate Clarity

High Clarity

Variable

Low MBa

High MBb

Low MBc

High MBd

Low MBe

High MBf

F

R2

Toward Content

17.45

16.91

21.76

17.93

25.11

0

4.42*

.01

Toward Teacher

16.99

15.29

23.60

16.67

27.17

0

9.62**

.01

Toward Enrollment
14.23
With Related Content

16.83

20.94

17.80

21.11

0

4.17*

.01

Toward Enrollment
With Same Teacher

11.97

14.05

21.78

16.20

25.42

0

10.02**

.01

Competence

30.58

28.95

36.53

29.67

40.04

0

7.45**

.01

Caring

23.67

21.38

32.73

24.47

38.68

0

6.23*

.01

Trustworthiness

28.94

25.33

34.85

27.87

39.47

0

2.70

.00

MB = misbehaviors
a

n = 93; b n = 21; c n = 444; d n = 15; e n = 98; f n = 0

* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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